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ABSTRACT
OTHERS’ REACTIONS TO SERVICE RECOVERY EFFORTS IN SOCIAL MEDIA:
A THIRD-PARTY JUSTICE PERSPECTIVE
MAY 2017
MINWOO LEE, B.B.A., KOREA AEROSPACE UNIVERSITY
M.B.A., KOREA AEROSPACE UNIVERSITY
M.S., TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Linda Shea and Professor Miyoung Jeong

Service failures are inevitable incidents in hospitality settings due to the
characteristics of hospitality offerings such as intangibility, heterogeneity, and
inseparability. When service failures occur, effective service recovery effort should be
made in order to redress such failures and improve customer satisfaction because service
failures could negatively affect customers’ satisfaction and future behaviors. In the
context of social media, firms’ service recovery efforts can be witnessed by the
complainant’s family, close friends, other fan page members, and/or even unknown
people who are connected and influenced through enormous social networks. However,
no prior study has been found to investigate how and why observers perceive and
evaluate service recovery efforts given to the complainant in social media. Therefore, the
goals of the current study are to identify the impact of hotels’ service recovery efforts on
viii

others how merely observe such processes in social media by integrating diverse
literature including service failure and recovery, tie strength, and third-party justice as the
theoretical lens and to build a structural model depicting others’ reactions to service
recovery efforts in social media (Study 1). In addition, this study explores how service
failure severity and compensation influence observers’ fairness perceptions when service
recovery efforts are given to the complainant (Study 2).
This study aims to 1) explore how hotels’ service recovery efforts influence others
who do not complain but merely observe the complaint and recovery processes in social
media, 2) find the moderating role of tie strength between the complainant and the
observer on the observer’s perceived fairness, 3) identify key outcome variables resulting
from the observers’ perceived fairness, 4) examine the impact of service failure severity
on observers’ perceived fairness when service recovery efforts are given to the
complainant in social media, 5) test the moderating role of compensation between service
failure severity and observers’ perceived fairness, and 6) build a structural model
explaining how hotels’ service recovery efforts toward the complainant in social media
affect observers’ perceived fairness and subsequent outcome variables (i.e., perceived
hotel image, customer loyalty, and behavioral intentions).
Research findings indicate that hotels’ service recovery efforts given to
complainants in social media positively influence observers’ perceived fairness, leading
to hotel image, customer loyalty, and behavioral intentions. The degree of increase in an
observer’s perceived fairness is higher for a strong tie person than for a weak tie person.
Moreover, when service recovery efforts are given to the complainant in social media,
service failure severity is negatively associated with observers’ perceived fairness while
ix

hotel’s monetary and psychological response (i.e., compensation) toward the complainant
positively moderates observer’s perceived fairness. Based upon findings of both Study 1
and Study 2, the current research not only sheds new insights into observers’ service
failure and recovery research, but also extends third-party justice perspectives and service
recovery research (e.g., service failure severity and compensation) in the social media
context.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study
Service failure and service recovery have been focal research topics in the service
marketing and hospitality literature due to the nature of service and its characteristics
(Gelbrich & Roschk, 2011; Manickas & Shea, 1997; Shea, Enghagen, & Khullar, 2004).
It is suggested that service failures are unavoidable in the best run hospitality
organizations and significantly affect customer’ satisfaction and future behaviors.
Accordingly, it does really matter how these service failures can be handled and
recovered by the service provider. Gronroos (1988) purports that service recovery efforts
are corrective actions taken by a service provider to redress a perceived service failure in
the firm’s core or supplementary offerings. Prior studies have shown that service
recovery efforts given in service encounter significantly influence corporate image and
evaluation (Kwortnik, 2006; Lee & Song, 2010), fairness perceptions (Mattila &
Patterson, 2004), behavioral intentions (Kwon & Jang, 2012), and satisfaction
(Andreassen, 2000; Smith, Bolton, & Wagner, 1999; Spreng, Harrell, & Mackoy, 1995).
Given that it is generally assumed that service encounters and recovery efforts are
essentially social exchanges with interactions between service providers and customers
and that these exchanges are a crucial component of satisfaction (Mattila & Patterson,
2004), prior studies have mainly focused on reactions related to customers who complain
about service failures. Therefore, the third-party’s (i.e., observers) perspectives have
1

received little academic attention in the service failure and recovery literature (Mattila,
Hanks, & Wang, 2014).
Social media and Web 2.0 continue to gain in popularity and become popular
buzzwords and technological concepts leading to pervasive changes in Business-toBusiness (B2B) communication, Business-to-Customer (B2C) communication, and
Customer-to-Customer (C2C) communication (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; Khang, Ki, &
Ye, 2012; Leung, Law, van Hoof, & Buhalis, 2013; Weinberg, de Ruyter, Dellarocas,
Buck, & Keeling, 2013; Weinberg & Pehlivan, 2011). As social media and Web 2.0 have
been constantly changing the current digital communication structure, hotels are actively
participating in creating and maintaining their brand pages on Facebook. Through this
ubiquitous and interactive medium, people can be in one community sharing their daily
lives with anyone online, reading other customers’ complaints about their bad experience
with a hotel, and, at the same time, witnessing the hotel’s responses to such complaints.
In other words, people easily come to see other customers’ complaints about service
failures and service providers’ responses to such complaints because social media
automatically show postings, comments, and other follow-ups to people who correspond
with them as well as their online friends who do not. The scale, interactivity, speed and
real-time nature of social networks and the increased possibilities for people to share and
express themselves in social media play a critical role in spreading customer complaints
(Clerck, 2015) and thus their negative impact on others observing negative events can be
often magnified. While service recovery efforts offered by a service provider are believed
2

to significantly change observers’ feelings and behaviors in service encounters (e.g.,
Mattila et al., 2014), little is known about how and why people evaluate service recovery
efforts given to other customers in social media. No prior study has been found to
investigate how observers perceive and evaluate service recovery efforts given to the
complainant in social media. Accordingly, the present study aims to identify the impact
of hotels’ service recovery efforts on others who merely observe such processes in social
media.
In the social media context, it is reasonable that customers can develop ties with
other members within a fan page or already have existing ties (e.g., friends, family, and
acquaintances) in social media (e.g., Facebook). People are potentially able to observe
both complaints of their online friends or other fan page members and firms’ service
recovery efforts in social media. The strength of tie is primarily based on the nature of the
relational bond between two or more social actors and the effect of this bond on their
information sharing activities (Granovetter, 1973; Hansen, 1999). Tie strength is
described as a “combination of the amount of time, the emotional intensity and intimacy
(mutual coding), and the reciprocal services which characterize the tie” (Granovetter,
1973). Strength of tie can be delineated as a strong tie or a weak tie. According to
Granovetter (1973), while a weak tie is built in wide social networks and thus can provide
more information, a strong tie is built in relatively small networks and provides more
reliable information, trust, strong emotional closeness, and strong agreement. People have
a strong tendency to identify themselves with others and influence each other depending
3

upon tie strength. In the context of service recovery in social media, therefore, the
strength of tie - between the customer who experiences and complains about service
failures and others (i.e., observers) who observe the complaint - can affect observers’
perceptions and attitudes toward service recovery efforts given to the complainant. For
instance, if an individual’s close online friend complains regarding service failures on a
Facebook fan page, she might consider and evaluate service recovery efforts more
carefully because she might identify herself with a complainant and consider this
complaint as her own situation. Therefore, this research examines the impact of service
recovery efforts given to the complainant in social media on the observer’s perception
and evaluation. In addition, the current study attempts to understand the moderating role
of tie strength between the complainant and the observer in the context of service failure
and recovery.
When service failures occur in service encounters, service failure severity
significantly influences customer satisfaction and fairness perceptions (Smith et al., 1999;
Weun, Beatty, & Jones, 2004; Wirtz & Mattila, 2004) as well as customers’ evaluation of
service failures and recovery situations (Smith et al., 1999). Prior research suggests that
losses from service failures can be weighted more heavily than gains received during
service recovery processes because people tend to consider perceived losses more severe
and sensitive than perceived gains (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Smith et al., 1999;
Thaler, 1985). However, it is still under-researched how service failure severity
influences individuals observing the whole process of service failures and recovery
4

efforts that have happened to other customers through their social media platforms. In
addition to service failure severity, compensation is another influential factor that affects
customers’ equity evaluation and dissatisfaction resulting from service failures (Kwon &
Jang, 2012). Customers believe that they are treated fairly when they are offered
compensation (Goodwin & Ross, 1990). While compensation plays a significant role in
affecting victims’ fairness perceptions and satisfaction during the service recovery
process, hotel managers seem to hesitate to explicitly mention it in social media outlets
due to privacy and ethical issues. Therefore, others observing such service recovery
processes in social media do not know whether compensation is offered to the
complainant. The present research explores how service failure severity occurring to
other customers influences observers’ fairness judgment and how compensation
moderates this relationship when service recovery efforts are offered.
1.2 Purpose of the Study
Service failures are inevitable incidents in hospitality settings due to the
characteristics of hospitality offerings such as intangibility, heterogeneity, and
inseparability (Goodwin & Ross, 1992). When service failures occur, effective service
recovery efforts should be made in order to redress such failures and improve customer
satisfaction. However, if customers consider a firm’s service recovery efforts to be unfair,
their levels of post-complaint satisfaction, corporate image, loyalty and behavioral
intentions can be decreased. In the context of social media, firms’ service recovery efforts
can be witnessed by the complainant’s family, close friends, other fan page members,
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and/or even unknown people who are connected and influenced through enormous social
networks. Therefore, the goals of the current research are to examine this complex
phenomenon in social media as a whole by integrating diverse literature, namely service
failure and recovery, tie strength, and third-party justice as the theoretical lens and to
build a structural model depicting others’ reactions to service recovery efforts in social
media. Furthermore, the current study explores how service failure severity and
compensation impact observers’ fairness perceptions when service recovery efforts are
given to the complainant.
This study aims to 1) explore how hotels’ service recovery efforts influence others
who do not complain but merely observe the complaint and recovery processes in social
media, 2) find the moderating role of tie strength between the complainant and the
observer on the observer’s perceived fairness, 3) identify key outcome variables resulting
from the observers’ perceived fairness, 4) examine the impact of service failure severity
on observers’ perceived fairness when service recovery efforts are given to the
complainant , 5) test the moderating role of compensation between service failure
severity and observers’ perceived fairness, and 6) build a structural model explaining
how hotels’ service recovery efforts toward the complainant in social media affect
observers’ perceived fairness and subsequent outcome variables (i.e., perceived hotel
image, customer loyalty, and behavioral intentions).

6

1.3 Significance of the Study
The present study attempts to fill a gap in the service failure and recovery
literature by examining others’ reactions toward hotels’ service recovery efforts aimed at
the complainant in social media. In particular, two different studies have been conducted
to examine the impact of hotels’ service recovery efforts given to the complainant on
observers’ perceived fairness and subsequent behaviors.
The current study provides important theoretical and practical implications. This
study attempts to identify emerging service recovery situations in social media and offer
a new theoretical lens with which to investigate the effects of service recovery efforts
perceived by people who merely observe the service recovery process given to the
complainant in social media. Accordingly, this study highlights the importance of service
recovery efforts and their ripple effects in social media. The current study not only sheds
new insights into other customers’ service failures and recovery research, but also
extends third-party justice perspectives and service recovery research in the social media
context. To enhance customers’ fairness perceptions and relevant outcomes, immediate
attention and effective service recovery efforts must be given to the complainant based on
tie strength, service failure severity, and compensation for favorable customer evaluations
and satisfaction.
The present study also provides a body of service failure and recovery literature
with a better understanding of how customers perceive the ways the hotel provides its
service recovery efforts. For this purpose, the present study emphasizes the impact of
7

social influence and the relationship between a complainant and others who can observe
the service recovery process in social media by using third-party justice perspectives and
social influence. Therefore, by adding a new theoretical perspective to existing
knowledge, this study sheds light on the service failure and recovery literature and enable
researchers to understand the nature of service recovery in social media.
This study would provide hotel management with insights on how the service
failure should be managed and what efforts hotels should make to recover their service
failures in social media. The service recovery process is not merely the relationship
between a hotel and a complainant, but the relationship between a hotel and everybody. If
hotels ignore this fact, they fail to recover from their service failures and jeopardize
customer satisfaction and loyalty. Furthermore, hospitality management needs to build
effective service recovery and communications, dependent upon service failure severity.
When service failures occur, immediate responses and service recovery efforts to
complainants can help them and their social media friends evaluate those actions fairly.
Furthermore, hotels’ recovery strategies should be developed differently according to
service failure severity and compensation.
In sum, understanding complex technology-based service environments is critical
for hospitality management to effectively manage quality services and sustain the
relationship between the company and customers. The current research would
demonstrate that observers’ fairness perceptions toward service recovery efforts given to
the complainant substantially influence their hotel image, behavioral intentions, and
8

loyalty. Therefore, hotel managers and service marketers need to frequently monitor their
customers’ social media activities and carefully interact with them in order to enhance the
long-term relationship with their customers.
1.4 Study Overview
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. First, the importance of
service recovery efforts in social media is examined in the literature review section. Next,
service failure and recovery, third-party justice theory and tie strength are reviewed as a
theoretical background for the current research. Building upon existing theories and
previous literature, the current research provides a conceptual framework, along with
proposed hypotheses. In Chapter 3, research methodology is described, including study
design, measures, study procedures, and data analysis in Study 1 and Study 2. Results of
both Study 1 and Study 2 are presented in Chapter 4. Lastly, the current study concludes
by discussing research findings, theoretical contributions, and managerial implications
along with the study’s limitations and suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
2.1 Introduction
As the popularity of social media has been growing over time, many people and
organizations view social media as an important communication tool for their marketing
and strategic decisions in order to enhance mutual engagement (Hoffman & Novak,
2012; Weinberg et al., 2013; Weinberg & Pehlivan, 2011). In addition, as “always-on”
Internet use becomes very common and personal through mobile devices and
home/public networks, social media is becoming increasingly important to consumers
and is embedded deeply into their daily activities (Heinonen, 2011). Such information
technology (IT) progress increases individuals’ online social networking and information
sharing behaviors and at the same time, enables firms to build better customer
relationships and make profits through the frequent use of applications in social media
such as Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter (Hoffman & Novak, 2012; Kaplan & Haenlein,
2010).
Recently, social media has received considerable attention among scholars in such
varied academic fields as information systems (IS) (Aral, Dellarocas, & Godes, 2013;
Ngai, Tao, & Moon, 2015), marketing (Hoffman & Novak, 2012), and communications
(Khang et al., 2012). In the hospitality and tourism fields, this pervasive trend has also
attracted both practitioners’ and researchers’ attention in various ways (Xiang & Gretzel,
2010). For instance, Leung et al. (2013) find that while consumer-centric studies in the
social media context have mainly focused on the use and impact of social media in the
travelers’ travel planning process, supplier-related studies have concentrated on
10

promotion, product distribution, communication, management, and market research. The
emergence of social media has drastically influenced the way of communication between
service providers and customers in the hospitality industry. Social media has changed
how customers communicate, collaborate, and connect with known and even unknown
people. Service organizations, such as hotels, need to constantly update their activities
and respond to customers’ requests and opinions on social media because Web 2.0
transform how customers developed relationships with service providers (Gensler,
Völckner, Liu-Thompkins, & Wiertz, 2013). Accordingly, recent studies demonstrate that
service providers’ responses to customers’ negative reviews and their recovery efforts to
service failures in social media are positively associated with customers’ behavioral
intentions (Azemi & Ozuem, 2016; Manika, Papagiannidis, & Bourlakis, 2016; Schaefers
& Schamari, 2016; Sparks & Bradley, 2014). In particular, service failure apologies
toward the complainant on social media result in his/her positive behavioral intentions
(Manika et al., 2016) and virtual presence (Schaefers & Schamari, 2016). However, there
has been surprisingly little scholarly attention devoted to understanding the significant
roles and effects of service firms’ service recovery efforts in social media (e.g.,
Facebook) on others’ perceptions and attitudes in the service failure and recovery
literature.
According to a recent industry report (Hospitalitynet, 2016), hotels are actively
participating in creating and maintaining their brand pages on different social media
platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and Pinterest. This report shows that a
luxury hotel property is on average present on 3.7 different social media platforms. This
ubiquitous and interactive medium enables customers to not only communicate with the
11

company (Hajli, 2014), but also communicate with other customers and social media
users (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006). For example, people can share their daily lives with
anyone online, read other customers’ reviews about their good or bad experience with a
hotel, and, at the same time, witness the hotel’s responses to such postings. When it
comes to the context of service failure and recovery, people easily come to see other
customers’ complaints about service failures and service providers’ responses to such
complaints because social media automatically show postings, comments, and other
follow-ups to people who correspond with them as well as their online friends who do
not. Even though service providers’ recovery efforts are believed to significantly change
customers’ feelings and behaviors in both service encounters (e.g., Mattila et al., 2014)
and social media (e.g., Manika et al., 2016), little is known about how and why people
react to service recovery efforts given to that complainant in social media.
In the social media context, it is reasonable that customers may have or newly
develop various relationships with other members within a fan page or their friends and
family. When people are connected each other in social media (e.g., Facebook), they are
able to not only read complaints of their online friends or other fan page members, but
also observe firms’ service recovery efforts in social media. While there is ample
research in the service failure and recovery literature examining the impact of service
recovery efforts on the focal or other customers, little is known about how people react to
firm’s service recovery efforts given to their friends, family, and other brand page
members in social media.
To fill this research gap, this study aims to examine complex phenomena in social
media by integrating diverse theoretical perspectives including service failure and
12

recovery, tie strength, and third-party justice and to empirically test a structural model
depicting others’ reactions to service recovery efforts in social media. Accordingly, in the
following sections, we discuss how hotels’ service recovery efforts offered to the
complainant affect observers’ perceived fairness, leading to hotel image, customer
loyalty, and behavioral intentions. In addition, the present study proposes that tie strength
between the complainant and the observer plays a vital role in influencing observers’
perceived fairness. Lastly, this study investigates the impact of service failure severity on
others’ perceived fairness and the moderating role of compensation between service
failure severity and others’ perceived fairness.
2.2 Other Customers in Service Failures and Recovery
In the hospitality and services marketing literature, researchers have been
attracted to the topic of service failure and recovery and have been encouraged to study
the impact on customers’ post-complaint satisfaction and behavioral intentions such as
brand loyalty, repurchase intentions, and Word-of-Mouth (WOM) (de Matos, Henrique,
Vargas Rossi, & Alberto Vargas Rossi, 2007; Gelbrich & Roschk, 2011; Kim, Wang, &
Mattila, 2010). If effective recovery efforts are offered, customers can be more satisfied
and loyal than if the failure had never happened in the first place (Hart, Heskett, &
Sasser, 1990), such a phenomenon being generally known as the “recovery paradox”. On
the other hand, customers’ dissatisfaction about services or service failures may lead to
different outcomes including inertia, negative WOM, third party complaint, and voice
(i.e., complaining directly to the service provider) (Kim et al., 2010) as shown in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Customer complaining behavior and service recovery
(Adapted from a study of Kim et al. (2010, p. 976))
Recent studies on service failures and recovery seem to focus on the effects of
other customers in service encounters on service design, customer experience, justice
evaluations, and satisfaction (Nicholls, 2010). It is because service experiences are co14

created and co-produced through not only customer-to-service employee interactions, but
also customer-to-customer interactions (McColl-Kennedy, Cheung, & Ferrier, 2015). For
instance, customers can easily observe service failures occurring to other customers and
service recovery efforts offered to them. In this situation, people may evaluate those
events both from the treatment toward themselves but also from the treatment given to
other customers (Cropanzano, Goldman, & Folger, 2003) based on third-party justice
(Mattila et al., 2014; Spencer & Rupp, 2009). Accordingly, both other customers’ service
experiences and service recovery efforts given to other customers influence focal
customers and others who observe them significantly influence emotional and behavioral
responses.
Fairness (justice) perception plays a critical role in understanding and evaluating
service recovery efforts following service failure (Kim et al., 2010; Kwon & Jang, 2012;
Mattila & Patterson, 2004). Fairness perception is defined as a psychological term that
determines customers’ perceptions regarding loss and gain in an exchange relationship
with the company (Kwon & Jang, 2012). Previous studies have shown that perceived
fairness positively influences satisfaction and customer behavioral intentions (Blodgett,
Hill, & Tax, 1997; Folger, Ford, Bardes, & Dickson, 2010; Gelbrich & Roschk, 2011;
Goodwin & Ross, 1992; Mattila & Patterson, 2004; Maxham III, 2001; Spreng et al.,
1995). Olsen and Johnson (2003) point out that the perceived fairness under justice
theory only concerns transaction-specific evaluation. More recently, equity theory has
been applied to explain the varied impact of recovery efforts by capturing both perceived
fairness and cumulative perspective of the market exchange relationship (Kwon & Jang,
2012). According to Oliver (2010), equity refers to fairness, rightness, or deservingness
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in comparison to other entities, whether real or imaginary, individual or collective, person
or non-person. Stemming from social exchange theory, equity captures the concept of
fairness perception and simultaneously concerns overall value for customers over an
entire history of interpersonal relationship, which leads to customer loyalty and positive
behavior intentions (Kwon & Jang, 2012).
While justice theory focuses on measuring fairness of recovery efforts in the
transaction, equity theory stresses a cumulative perspective in approaching fairness
perception of recovery efforts. In the context of the service recovery process in social
media (e.g., Facebook), equity theory seems to be more relevant because customers at
least have made a relationship with a service provider. Once a customer “likes” a fan
page of a hotel and becomes a member of that fan page, he/she might have any previous
experience with that hotel, intend to stay there in the future, or be at least interested in
that hotel. Therefore, when a customer appraises the service recovery process provided
by a service provider, his/her entire history with that firm critically influences satisfaction
and future behavior (Kwon & Jang, 2012). Furthermore, previous studies using both
theories only explain and measure aspects of a complainant (e.g., complainant’s fairness
perception, satisfaction, and behavioral intentions). For example, in the study of Mattila
and Patterson (2004), perceived fairness was measured with two items (e.g., “the
outcome I received was fair,” and “the employees were appropriately concerned about
my problem.”). Therefore, these theories and measures are not ideal for understanding the
impact of service recovery efforts on satisfaction and behavioral intentions of others who
do not complain but can observe the service recovery process in social media. Therefore,
this study aims to develop a conceptual model that examines the effects of the service
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recovery process on other customers who merely observe complaints of other customers
and the subsequent recovery efforts, and appraises recovery efforts offered by a firm in
social media.
2.3 Service Failures and Recovery in Social Media

2.3.1 Social Media in Hospitality

As the popularity of social media has been growing over time, firms view social
media as an important strategic tool for their marketing and strategic decisions in order to
enhance customers’ engagement (Hoffman & Novak, 2012). In addition, as “always-on”
Internet use becomes very common and personal through mobile devices and home
network, social media is becoming increasingly important and is embedded deeply into
our daily lives. Such Information Technology (IT) progress increases online individuals’
social networking and information sharing behaviors and, at the same time, enables firms
to make profits through the increasing use of applications in social media such as
Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter (Hoffman & Novak, 2012; Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010).
Social media is defined as “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the
ideological and technological foundations of web 2.0, and that allow the creation and
exchange of User Generated Content” (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). By combining social
presence/media richness and self-presentation/self-disclosure, Kaplan and Haenlein
(2010) provide a classification of social media as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 2. Classification of social media
(Adapted from Kaplan and Haenlein (2010, p. 62))
Recently, social media has received considerable attention among scholars
(Heinonen, 2011; Hoffman & Novak, 2012; Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; Khang et al.,
2012; Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCarthy, & Silvestre, 2011; Murdough, 2009; Naylor,
Lamberton, & West, 2012; Weinberg & Pehlivan, 2011). For instance, some studies
argue that customers are involved in various activities related to user-created content in
social media (Heinonen, 2011) and such a phenomenon significantly impacts a firm’s
reputation, sales, and even survival (Kietzmann et al., 2011). In the hospitality and
tourism fields, these huge and pervasive trends have also attracted researchers’ attention
in various ways. By conducting a content analysis with extant articles published in
academic journals in the hospitality and tourism fields, Leung et al. (Leung et al., 2013)
find that consumer-centric studies in the social media context mainly focus on the use and
impact of social media in the research phase of the travelers’ travel planning process. On
the other hand, supplier-related studies concentrateon promotion, product distribution,
communication, management, and market research in social media. However, there is
surprisingly little scholarly attention devoted to understanding the significant roles and
effects of social media (e.g., Facebook) on the topic of service failure and recovery. Only
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recent study (Gu & Ye, 2014) empirically examines the impact of online management
responses to negative online reviews on customer satisfaction.

2.3.2. Service Failures and Recovery in Social Media
Researchers have examined the impact on customers’ post-complaint satisfaction
and behavioral intentions such as brand loyalty, repurchase intentions, and word-ofmouth (WOM) (de Matos, Henrique, Vargas Rossi, et al., 2007; Gelbrich & Roschk,
2011). If effective recovery efforts are offered, customers can be more satisfied and loyal
than if the failure had never occurred in the first place (de Matos, Henrique, Vargas
Rossi, et al., 2007; Hart et al., 1990). It is suggested that fairness perception plays a
critical role in understanding this phenomenon and evaluating recovery efforts following
service failures (Kwon & Jang, 2012; Mattila & Patterson, 2004). Previous studies
emphasize that perceived fairness positively influences satisfaction and customer
behavioral intentions (Blodgett et al., 1997; A. Mattila et al., 2014; Maxham III, 2001).
Fairness perception refers to customer perceptions of the degree of justice in a service
firm’s behavior (Seiders & Berry, 1998) and is almost synonymous with equity or justice
(Oliver, 2010). There are three types of justice: fairness of the outcome, fairness of the
procedures, and fairness of the interactional treatment during the service recovery
process. While distributive justice focuses on the outcome or compensation provided by
the service provider, procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the means by
which the ends are accompanied (Tax & Brown, 1998; Tax, Brown, & Chandrashekaran,
1998). The last justice dimension, interactional justice, refers to the fairness of the
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interpersonal treatment people receive during the enactment of procedures (Tax &
Brown, 1998; Tax et al., 1998).
Prior research has used fairness perception to examine the effect of service failure
and recovery efforts on the victims’ and/or observers’ reactions in service encounters by
assuming no personal relationship between the complainant and the observer and the
indirect source of information (e.g., Mattila et al., 2014) because this situation frequently
occurs in service encounters. In social media (e.g., Facebook), however, people can
observe complaints written by other members of the hotel’s brand page, their family
members or close friends and the hotel’s service recovery efforts given to them (direct
information and personal relationship). This observation may influence their own fairness
judgment, satisfaction, and behavioral intentions toward the hotel’s service recovery
efforts and/or hotel itself in conjunction with their entire experience with a hotel. This is
because service recovery efforts refer to organizational corrective actions taken by a
service provider to redress a perceived service failure and thus may result in perceptions
and attitudes toward organizational treatment. Therefore, the present study uses the thirdparty justice perspective as our theoretical lens to investigate observers’ reactions toward
the service recovery efforts given to the complainant (known person) in social media.
2.4 Third-party Justice
In the psychology and organization literature, “third party is the umbrella term to
describe individuals who form impressions of organizational justice often based upon an
indirect and vicarious experience of an organizational event” (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004, p.
184). Spencer and Rupp (2009) introduce third-party justice perceptions referred to as
perceptions of how fairly others (i.e., other customers or co-workers) are treated and
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third-party justice effects defined as reactions to such perceptions. Third parties can be
considered as individuals who gain information about an employee’s mistreatment by an
organization or its agent directly or indirectly (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004). Since all people
should be equally treated in similar situations (Leventhal, 1980), the observation of others
(i.e., other customers or co-workers) being treated unfairly results in negative emotional
reactions or negative evaluation of fairness (Mattila et al., 2014; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004;
Spencer & Rupp, 2009). Therefore, perceptions of treatment of others (i.e., third-party
justice) significantly influence observers’ own fairness perceptions (O’Reilly, Aquino, &
Skarlicki, 2015; Skarlicki, Ellard, & Kelln, 1998; van den Bos & Lind, 2001). Prior
research demonstrates that positive fairness perceptions toward others lead to higher level
of role performance (Colquitt, 2004), but unfairness perceptions toward others increase
emotional labor (Spencer & Rupp, 2009). Thus, third-party justice plays a critical role in
formulating observers’ own fairness perceptions, emotions, behaviors, and attitudes
toward wrongdoers. In the context of service failure and recovery, the observation of
other customers (e.g., family, friends, brand page members, and acquaintance) being
treated unfairly in social media may lead to a negative evaluation of fairness, in turn
resulting in negative attitudes and behavioral intentions toward a service provider.
The reason why people react to third-party (in)justice can be explained by the
deontic perspective of fairness theory (Cropanzano et al., 2003; Turillo, Folger, Lavelle,
Umphress, & Gee, 2002). While prior fairness research suggests that individuals are
concerned about justice for their own economic outcomes (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Oliver,
2010) or their social standing (Lind & Tyler, 1988) regardless of other customers, the
deontic model of justice (Cropanzano et al., 2003; Folger, 2001) proposes that individuals
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negatively react to perceived mistreatment of others due to an evolutionary-based,
visceral reaction to violations of normative standards of moral and social conduct, not
because of their own self-interest. This theory posits that justice includes treating others
because they should and deserve to be treated by adhering to standards of right and
wrong (Cropanzano et al., 2003, p. 1019). In other words, justice is in part a moral
evaluation (“right” and “wrong”) toward an outcome, process, or interpersonal
interaction, not merely individuals’ social standing or their own economic outcomes
(Skarlicki & Rupp, 2010).
In this study, we follow Forger’s (2001) view defining deontic as requirementbased (moral rule-following) reasons for action, as contrasted with resource-based or
interpersonal reasons. In line with this view, people negatively react to perceived
wrongdoing (e.g., improperly treating or ignoring service failures or other customers’
complaints) because they make justice judgments based on a moral imperative to do the
right thing. Therefore, when service recovery efforts are given to the complainant in
social media, observers consider such efforts as fair. The observation of third party
justice significantly influences observers’ fairness judgment, emotions, attitudes, and
behaviors (Mattila et al., 2014; O’Reilly et al., 2015; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004; van den
Bos & Lind, 2001)
Along with a third-party justice perspective, a social influence perspective can
provide an alternative theoretical lens for this phenomenon. Social influence is the
process by which individuals make real changes to their feelings and behaviors through
interaction with others who are perceived to be similar, desirable or expert (Rashotte,
2009). In the context of social media, people might change their feelings and behaviors
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toward a service provider when they observe service recovery process that their online
friends or other members experience. Consistent with this view, Sridhar and Srinivasan
(2012) suggest other consumers’ online ratings significantly influence the reviewer’s
online product rating in varied ways. Further, they found that as the perceived quality of
product recovery increases, the negative interaction effect between other customers’
online ratings and product failure on a reviewer’s online product rating becomes weaker.
In other words, when service recovery efforts offered to the complainant by a service
provider are considered as fair and good enough, others observing such processes
positively evaluate them and their perceived fairness is increased. In contrast, when
service recovery efforts are not given to the complainants in social media, observers
consider it to be unfair and thus negatively evaluate them. Therefore, we propose the
following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Service recovery efforts given to the complainant positively influence
perceived fairness by observers in social media.
2.5 Tie Strength in the Context of Service Recovery and Social Media
Service recovery efforts refer to organizational corrective actions taken by a
service provider to redress a perceived service failure in the firm’s core or supplementary
offerings. As we described above, people can observe and evaluate such service recovery
efforts given to the complainant based on third-party justice in the context of social
media. However, previous research examining third-party (in)justice is scant in the
service failure and recovery literature. A study of Mattila et al. (2014) only examines how
consumers react to service recovery given to other customers (i.e., complainants) in
service encounters. They find that observing a bad service recovery given to other
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customers in face-to-face service encounters negatively affects observers’ fairness
perceptions and behaviors (Mattila et al., 2014). Yet, they focus on the condition of no
personal involvement combined with indirect information because the customer often
observes other customers who are unknown in service encounters settings. In social
media settings, the complainant can be one’s family, friends, other fan page members, or
someone’s online friends who are directly or indirectly connected to each other.
Therefore, we are interested in others’ reactions to fairness evaluation based on service
recovery efforts given to people with the different level of personal involvement (i.e.,
social tie) in social media.
In this study, while third-party justice perceptions refer to perceptions of how
fairly other customers are treated, third-party justice effects refer to reactions to such
perceptions (Spencer & Rupp, 2009). Third-party justice effects are significantly
influenced by the level of personal involvement and the source of information (van den
Bos & Lind, 2001). Therefore, the current study focuses on the impact of tie strength on
the relationship between service recovery efforts offered to the complainant and thirdparty justice perceptions.
Initially introduced by Granovetter (1973), the concept of tie strength – a concept
ranging from weak ties at one extreme to strong ties at the other – characterizes the
closeness and interaction frequency of a relationship between two parties, here the
complainant who posts his/her negative experience on a Facebook brand page and a his
or her family and friends (i.e., strong tie) or other Facebook members (i.e., weak tie) who
merely observe the service recovery process. The strength of tie literature is primarily
focused on the nature of the relational bond between two or more social actors and the
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effect of this bond on their information sharing activities (Granovetter, 1973; Hansen,
1999). Tie strength is described as a “combination of the amount of time, the emotional
intensity and intimacy (mutual coding), and the reciprocal services which characterize the
tie”. In the context of social media, it is reasonable that customers can develop ties with
other members within a fan page or already have existing ties (e.g., friends, family, and
acquaintance) in social media, these people being potentially able to observe hotels’
service recovery efforts aimed at their online friends’ or other fan page members’
complaints in social media. Tie strength can be delineated as a strong tie or a weak tie.
According to Granovetter (1973), while a weak tie is built in wide social networks and
thus can provide more information, a strong tie provides more reliable information, trust,
strong emotional closeness, and strong agreement. People have a strong tendency to
identify oneself with others depending upon tie strength. In the context of service
recovery in social media, therefore, the strength of tie between the complainant and the
observer can affect the fairness judgment perceived by observers. For instance, if an
observer’s brother experiences service failures and complains on a Facebook fan page,
he/she might focus on service recovery efforts more carefully because he/she identifies
him/herself as a complainant and consider this complaint as his or her own situation.
Therefore, when a firm makes fair or adequate service recovery efforts to a person with a
strong tie, the perceived fairness the observer has can be higher than those given to a
person with a weak tie (another member of Facebook brand fan page). On the other hand,
if a firm does not show fair or adequate service recovery efforts to a person with a strong
tie, the perceived fairness the observer has is much less than what he/she has for a person
with whom the tie is weak. Therefore, the following hypothesis has been posited:
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Hypothesis 2: Tie strength moderates the impact of hotels’ service recovery efforts
given to the complainant on observers’ perceived fairness. Specifically,
when a hotel provides the complainant with service recovery efforts
through a social media outlet, the degree of increase in observers’
perceived fairness is higher for a person having a strong relationship
with the complainant than for a person having a weak relationship.
2.6 Outcomes of Third-party Justice
Customers’ justice perceptions significantly influence consumer satisfaction,
loyalty, and other subsequent behaviors (Oliver, 2010). Several empirical studies
demonstrate that fairness perceptions are positively associated with behavioral intentions
(Mattila et al., 2014; Namkung & Jang, 2009), and word-of-mouth and repurchase
intentions (Maxham III & Netemeyer, 2002). It is also suggested that fairness perceptions
affect customers’ re-patronage and negative WOM intentions (Blodgett et al., 1997). In
sum, customers tend to evaluate service recovery efforts made by a service provider
through their perceived fairness (Kim et al., 2010). However, not many studies have
investigated the relationship between perceived fairness and corporate image in the
context of service failures and recovery, while a hotel’s service recovery efforts and
perceived justice play a crucial role in formulating customers’ actual perceptions and
attitudes of the hotel (i.e., hotel image) (Ambrose, Hess, & Ganesan, 2007; de Matos,
Henrique, & Vargas Rossi, 2007; Mostafa, Lages, Shabbir, & Thwaites, 2015). In the
marketing literature, the term image tends to be an important factor to evaluate a firm
overall (Bitner, 1990) and can be used to assess the actual perceptions of the company
held by consumers (Brown, Dacin, Pratt, & Whetten, 2006). Following the definition of
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previous studies (Andreassen, 2001; Mostafa et al., 2015), hotel image relates to “how
customers perceive the hotel based on experience or impressions and how these
perceptions create a set of associations that contribute to a total picture of the hotel”. It is
suggested that perceived justice toward a hotel’s service recovery efforts positively affect
its image because perceived justice is regarded as a cognitive evaluation and leads to
corporate image as an attitudinal consequence (Fazio & Zanna, 1978; Lai, Griffin, &
Babin, 2009; Mostafa et al., 2015). In addition, perceptions of other customers’
experience may influence corporate image (Karaosmanoglu, Bas, & Zhang, 2011). In
particular, other customers’ online complaints and firms’ responses significantly affect
observers’ company evaluations (Lee & Song, 2010). Therefore, we expect that
observers’ perceived justice (third-party justice) toward service recovery efforts given to
the complainant in social media positively influences hotel image.
Customer loyalty is also identified as “the future of hospitality marketing” and a
pivotal element to build the long-term relationship between the service firm and the
customer (Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999). According to Oliver (2010), when service
recovery efforts are effectively delivered to customers after service failures, their justice
perceptions and satisfaction with the quality of purchased products or services can be
enhanced and thus increase customer loyalty. More specifically, when service recovery
efforts are effectively offered to the complainants, observers perceive them as fair and
such fairness perceptions positively influence their affection and satisfaction (Chebat &
Slusarczyk, 2005; Choi & Choi, 2014; DeWitt, Nguyen, & Marshall, 2008; Oliver, 2010;
A. Smith & Bolton, 2002; Smith et al., 1999). In turn, such emotional tie and satisfaction
lead to customer loyalty (Choi & Choi, 2014; DeWitt et al., 2008; Fournier, 1998; Oliver,
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2010). A study of Ha & Jang (2009) argues that effective service recovery can redress
service failures and build and maintain strong relationships between a customer and a
service provider, leading to customer loyalty. A recent study empirically tests the impact
of justice perceptions toward service recovery efforts on customer loyalty (Wang, Wu,
Lin, & Wang, 2011). It is suggested that three justice perceptions such as distributive,
procedural, and interactional justice are positively associated with customer loyalty. In
sum, we expect that observers’ perceived fairness is positively associated with customer
loyalty.
Behavioral intentions (i.e., willingness to visit, intention to recommend, and
intention to say positive things) is another important outcome resulting from perceived
fairness (Mattila et al., 2014; Namkung & Jang, 2009). Behavioral intentions are
identified as a significant indicator in explaining customer actual behaviors (Ajzen,
1991). Therefore, many studies examine the influential factors that affect behavioral
intentions in various settings. Prior research suggests that perceived fairness directly or
indirectly affects behavioral intentions (Blodgett et al., 1997; Ha & Jang, 2009; Namkung
& Jang, 2009; Ryu, Han, & Kim, 2008; Ryu, Lee, & Kim, 2012). For instance, recent
studies (Ha & Jang, 2009; Namkung & Jang, 2009) demonstrate that justice perceptions
about service recovery efforts positively influence behavioral intentions. Similarly,
observing customer’s failure and recovery processes leads to fairness judgement which,
in turn, positively affect observers’ behavioral intentions (Mattila et al., 2014). Therefore,
we postulate the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 3a: Observers’ perceived fairness positively influences hotel image.
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Hypothesis 3b: Observers’ perceived fairness positively influences customer
loyalty.
Hypothesis 3c: Observers’ perceived fairness positively influences behavioral
intentions.
2.7 Conceptual Framework in Study 1
Service failures are unavoidable in the hospitality settings. When service failures
occur, effective service recovery efforts should be done to make customers more satisfied
and loyal than when the failure had never occurred in the first place. However, if
customers consider a firm’s service recovery efforts to be unfair, their levels of postcomplaint satisfaction, corporate image, loyalty and behavioral intentions can be
decreased. In the context of social media, firms’ service recovery efforts can be witnessed
by the complaints’ family, close friends, other fan page members, and/or even unknown
people who are connected each other through enormous social networks. Therefore, the
goals of this study are to examine this complex phenomenon in social media as a whole
by integrating diverse literature such as service failure and recovery, social influence and
tie strength, and third-party justice as the theoretical lens and to build a structural model
for others’ reactions to service recovery efforts in social media (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3.Conceptual framework in Study 1
2.8 Service Failure Severity
Prior research in service failure and recovery suggests that the severity of service
failure significantly affects customer satisfaction and fairness perceptions and plays a
critical role in responding to service recovery (Choi & Choi, 2014; Chuang, Cheng,
Chang, & Yang, 2012; Hess, 2008; Smith et al., 1999; Weun et al., 2004; Wirtz &
Mattila, 2004). For instance, more severe service failures result in customers’ greater
perceived loss, in turn leading to a lower level of satisfaction (Harris, Grewal, Mohr, &
Bernhardt, 2006). In addition, it is more difficult to recover from service failures when
customers consider such failures as severe (Mattila, 1999). Hence, the examination of
service failure severity can provide hospitality firms with additional insights into
customer responses (Swanson & Hsu, 2011) . Prior research also demonstrates that the
severity of service failure influences customer evaluations of service recovery strategies
(Hart et al., 1990; Magnini, Ford, Markowski, & Honeycutt, 2007). Even though well30

managed service recovery efforts are given, customers may not consider them as
sufficient and thus a level of dissatisfaction will be greater when service failures are very
severe (Firnstahl, 1989; Magnini et al., 2007). Therefore, a understanding of the impact
of the severity of service failure is critical when service providers develop effective
service recovery strategies (Hart et al., 1990). It is interesting to note that customer
tolerance of service failures depend on the situation actually occurred (Zeithaml, Berry,
& Parasuraman, 1993). In sum, service failure severity plays a crucial role in customer
evaluations of service recovery efforts.
In this study, service failure severity refers to customers’ perceived intensity of
service failure (Choi and Choi, 2014). According to prospect theory and mental
accounting principles, losses from service failures can be weighed more heavily than
gains received during service recovery (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Smith et al., 1999;
Thaler, 1985). In line with this view, the more intense or severe the service failure, the
greater the customer's perceived loss. Hence, more severe failures produce lower
satisfaction (Mattila, 1999). In addition, service failure severity negatively affects
customers’ responses to the situation and also their justice perceptions about service
providers’ service recovery efforts (Smith et al., 1999). Despite adequate service recovery
process and outcome, a severe service failure can produce a greater perceived loss even
when a sufficient recovery has taken place. As the size of the perceived loss resulting
from service failures gets larger, customers view the exchange as more inequitable and
dissatisfied (Smith et al., 1999). Therefore, when severe service failures occur, customers
may be dissatisfied with service recovery efforts and consider them unfair because the
loss (i.e., service failures) greatly outweighs the gain (i.e., service recovery efforts).
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Moreover, organizational fairness studies demonstrate that outcome severity (e.g., an
organizational punishment) the third-party observes influences his/her third-party justice
perceptions (Trevino, 1992). For instance, when events are negative or service failure is
severe, customers engage in more extensive thinking processes and negatively evaluate
them (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). In other words, when service failures occur to
observers’ social media friends and even service recovery efforts are given to the
complainants, observers’ evaluation and perceptions about service failure and recovery
efforts will be significantly influenced by the degree of service failure severity. While
service recovery efforts are given to the complainant in social media, a severe service
failure will negatively affect observers’ perceived fairness. Therefore, the following
hypothesis is proposed;
Hypothesis 4: When service recovery efforts are given to the complainant in
social media, service failure severity negatively influences
observers’ perceived fairness.
2.9 Moderating Role of Compensation
Past studies suggest that compensation is the most common method used to
restore equity (Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1973) and plays a critical role in
influencing customers’ fairness perceptions and satisfaction in the context of service
failure and recovery (Goodwin & Ross, 1992; Kwon & Jang, 2012; Sparks & Bradley,
2014). In general, customers expect to be compensated when service failures happen in
service encounters (Tax & Brown, 1998). For instance, a study of Kwon and Jang (2012)
demonstrates that service recovery efforts based on compensation positively influence
perceived equity because customers expect compensations in order to restore equity when
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the service provider is responsible for the failure. Due to these reasons, service providers
typically offer various combinations of refunds, credit, discounts, and apologies in order
to redress a customer complaint (Kim et al., 2010).
Compensation refers to refunds, replacements, and/or discounts, which service
providers offer complainants as tangible benefits (Estelami, 2000). Such tangible
compensation positively influences customers’ perceptions of distributive justice (Mattila
& Patterson, 2004; Smith et al., 1999). In a broader sense, however, compensations can
be viewed as intangible outcomes (i.e., psychological compensation) such as apology
(Gelbrich & Roschk, 2011). Such intangible benefits may help restore social equity and
redistribute esteem (Tax et al., 1998). In this study, compensation is defined as monetary
or psychological benefit or response outcome a customer receives from the service
provider (Gelbrich and Roschk, 2011). Prior studies demonstrate that monetary
compensation with apologies for service recovery enhances fairness perceptions (Wirtz
and Mattila, 2004) and customer affection (Choi & Choi, 2014). Customers tend to
believe they are treated fairly when they are offered compensation (Goodwin and Ross,
1990). When service failures happen, customers seem to perceive them as the loss or the
broken relationship between them and the service provider in the exchange situation,
leading to customer inequity (Kwon & Jang, 2012; Smith et al., 1999). Therefore,
customers expect compensation in order to restore equity from the perceived loss or
inequitable relationship with the service provider. If compensation is not offered,
customers view this condition as inequitable (Seiders & Berry, 1998).
A study of Weun et al. (2004) argue that the more intense or severe the service
failure, the greater the customer’s perceived loss. If customers’ perceived loss is greater,
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they may expect compensation more to restore equity from more intense or sever
inequitable relationship or perceptions, comparing to minor or less severe service failure
situations. Even when severe service failures happen and service recovery efforts are
given to the complainant in social media, compensation offered to the complainant can
increase observers’ fairness perceptions more than when service failure severity is minor.
According to prospect theory and mental accounting principles, perceived losses from
severe service failures may be weighted more heavily than perceived gains from service
recovery efforts. Therefore, even though service recovery efforts are offered to the
complainant, severe service failures still result in perceived losses even after sufficient
recovery efforts are provided (Weun et al., 2004). In this situation, compensation will
redress such losses and thus will be critical in enhancing perceived fairness. When
service failure severity is minor, on the other hand, service recovery efforts given to the
complainant may suffice and hence the degree of increase in an observer’s perceived
fairness will not be higher than when service failure severity is severe. Prior research
demonstrates that there is a greater impact of compensation when service failure is more
severe, whereas, there is a diminishing effect of monetary compensation when service
failure is minor (Austin & Walster, 1974; Choi & Choi, 2014). Therefore, the following
hypothesis is proposed:
Hypothesis 5: When service recovery efforts are given to the complainant in social
media, compensation moderates the impact of service failure severity on
observers’ perceived fairness. Specifically, when a hotel presents
intentions to provide the complainant with compensation, the degree of
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increase in observers’ perceived fairness is higher than when no
compensation is offered.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This chapter outlines the current study’s design, procedures, and statistical
techniques for the data analysis. This chapter describes (1) the study design for Study 1
and Study 2, explaining how each study is designed and the experiment conditions are
developed, (2) the development of survey instruments and study procedures, and (3), data
analysis procedures.
3.1 Study Design
The current study aims to investigate how service recovery efforts given to the
complainant in social media influence third-party (i.e., observers) fairness perceptions
and potential outcomes. In particular, Study 1 examines the relationship between service
recovery efforts given to the complainant in social media and third-party fairness
perceptions, considering the moderating role of social tie (i.e., weak vs. strong). Study 2
tests the impact of service failure severity on observers’ fairness perceptions and the
moderating role of compensation on the relationship between service failure severity and
observers’ fairness perceptions when service recovery efforts are given to the
complainant in social media. This study uses a scenario based between-subjects
experimental design with written text to manipulate the independent variables. In both
studies, real-world scenarios were replicated as closely as possible in an attempt to
control for other influential factors.
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3.1.1 Experiment Design in Study 1

The main purposes of Study 1 are to measure third-party (observers) fairness
perceptions toward service recovery efforts given to the complainant in social media (i.e.,
H1), to test a moderating role of tie strength between the observer and the complainant on
third-party perceived fairness (i.e., H2), and to examine the impact of third-party fairness
perceptions on potential outcomes including hotel image, behavioral intentions, and
customer loyalty (i.e., H3a, H3b, H3c). The researchers employed a 2 × 2 betweensubjects factorial design, with service recovery efforts (No vs. Yes) and tie strength
(weak vs. strong) as treatments.
In particular, service recovery efforts given to the complainant in social media
was manipulated at two levels, yes and no, indicating the presence of a response or lack
thereof. This is the way that hotels’ Facebook brand fan pages actually handle customers’
complaints regarding service failures in service encounters according to our extensive
reviews of top 10 hotel brands’ Facebook pages. In addition, tie strength was manipulated
at two levels, strong and weak. The tie strength manipulation is designed to capture the
relevant dimensions of strength of tie suggested by Granovetter (1973) in terms of
frequency, duration, and closeness. The description of tie strength on Facebook was
adapted from prior studies (Wirtz & Chew, 2002; Yang & Mattila, 2012) to ensure
validity and reliability issues and was modified based on the context of Facebook. It
emphasizes closeness, conversations, and knowing each other in person for a long time.
In a weak tie condition, an unknown member of the hotel brand fan page on Facebook is
described as a Facebook friend who has made several postings before but never met
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before in person. In a strong tie condition, another member of the hotel brand fan page on
Facebook is described as one of the complainant’s family members. All the scenarios
used in this study are provided in Appendix 1.

3.1.2 Experiment Design in Study 2

Building upon Study 1, Study 2 attempts to investigate the impact of service
failure severity on observers’ perceived fairness when service recovery efforts are given
to the complainant in social media. Furthermore, Study 2 tests the moderating role of
compensation on the relationship between service failure severity and observers’ fairness
evaluation. Therefore, Study 2 employs a 2 (service failure severity; minor vs. severe) × 2
(compensation; no vs. yes) between-subjects design to test H4 and H5.
The service failure severity manipulation was adapted and modified from prior
service marketing studies (Smith et al., 1999; Weun et al., 2004). Specifically, service
failure severity was manipulated at two levels, minor and severe. While a minor
condition describes a five-minute wait at the front desk for check-in and no towels in the
room, a severe condition delineates a series of service failure incidents including longer
waiting time, a room already occupied by another guest and not cleaned, and no help to
resolve problems. In addition, the compensation was manipulated at two levels, no and
yes. While prior research manipulated compensation in the form of discounts, free
merchandise, refunds, and coupons (Smith et al., 1999) at the different levels (e.g., no,
low, medium, and high), the current study differentiated compensation cues as yes
(expressing apologies and the intention to compensate) versus no (expressing only
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apologies but no compensation) conditions meaning that hotel managers did not offer
any specific type or intensity of compensation in social media.
3.2 Sample and Procedure

3.2.1 Pretests

Using the convenience sampling method, the researchers recruited MTurk users
by providing a monetary compensation ($ 0.25) and conducted a series of pretests to (1)
determine whether respondents perceived the condition for each case differently as
intended and (2) to modify survey items. Results from pretests were utilized to refine the
experimental scenarios in both studies and enhance clarification of the survey instruments.

3.2.2 Respondents of the Study

An online survey was conducted using a convenience sampling method hosted on
Qualtrics. Respondents were recruited on MTurk. Previous research indicates that people
in MTurk are more demographically diverse and closer to the U.S. population as a whole
than college students (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). Respondents over 18 years
old, who have used any Facebook brand fan page during the past 12 months, were
qualified to participate in these studies (Study 1 and Study 2). A small compensation
($ 0.50) was given to the participants for their participation in these studies. Respondents
who participated in Study 1 were banned from participating in Study 2 based on their
MTurk respondent ID.
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3.2.3 Procedure of the Study

Each participant was randomly assigned to one of four scenarios. After reading
the written scenario, each participant was asked to answer questions regarding perceived
fairness, hotel image, customer loyalty, and behavioral intentions, manipulation check,
and demographics. The online survey questionnaire consists of four sections: the first
section contains a screening question regarding respondents’ previous experience using a
Facebook brand fan page during the past 12 months; the second section shows an
experimental condition based on the pre-developed scenario (see Appendix 3 for more
details); the third section contains questions on four measurement constructs (i.e., others’
perceived fairness, hotel image, customer loyalty and behavioral intentions), realism
check questions, and manipulation check questions; finally, in the last section, questions
related to the demographics of respondents are presented.
3.3 Measures
All items on the survey instruments were measured using multiple items with
anchorage of a 7-point Likert type scale: four items for others’ perceived fairness
(Campbell, 1999; van den Bos & Lind, 2001), three items for hotel image
(Karaosmanoglu et al., 2011), three items for behavioral intentions (Namkung & Jang,
2009), and four items for loyalty (Han, Kim, & Kim, 2011). Each measurement construct
in the model, developed previously and validated to ensure validity and reliability, was
adopted from prior research with some minor wording changes to accommodate the
study’s context of social media.
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To ensure the realism of the scenario, the researchers checked the scenario by
asking two items, “I find this scenario to be personally relevant” and “I can imagine
myself in the same situation” (Chelminski & Coulter, 2011; Giebelhausen, Robinson,
Sirianni, & Brady, 2014). Realism checks are frequently used in scenario-based research
(Hanks & Mattila, 2014, p. 630). Furthermore, survey items were developed to ensure
that the condition of each treatment was manipulated effectively.
Before conducting the online survey, expert reviews with four hospitality
researchers and two industry practitioners were conducted, after which the measurement
items were revised. The detailed measurement items are shown in Table 1.
Table 1. Measures

Others’ Perceived Fairness (van den Bos & Lind, 2001)
▪
▪
▪
▪

How fair do you judge the way in which the complainant has been treated?
(1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair)
How just do you consider the way in which the complainant has been
treated?
(1 = very unjust, 7 = very just)
The hotel is treating the complainant in a fair fashion (1: strongly disagree,
7 = strongly agree)
I consider the outcome of this scenario to be acceptable (1: strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Hotel Image (Karaosmanoglu et al., 2011)

▪
▪
▪

Please indicate your general impression about Hotel ABC based on the
hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received.
(1 = very unfavorable, 7 = very favorable)
Please indicate complainant’s impression about Hotel ABC based on the
hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received.
(1 = very unfavorable, 7 = very favorable)
Please indicate your impression about Hotel ABC compared with other
hotels based on the hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received. (1 =
very unfavorable, 7 = very favorable)
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Customer Loyalty (Han et al., 2011)
▪
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

▪

▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

▪
▪

Based on the scenario given, this hotel will be my first choice whenever it
comes to choosing a hotel in this area. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree)
Based on the scenario given, I am willing to visit this hotel in the future.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Based on the scenario given, I will recommend this hotel to my friends
and/or associates. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Based on the scenario given, this hotel deserves my loyalty.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Behavioral Intention (Namkung & Jang, 2009)
I would like to visit this hotel brand in the future.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
I would recommend this hotel brand to my friends or others.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
I would say positive things about this hotel brand to others.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Manipulation Check Questions
Service recovery efforts (Matilla et al., 2014)
When considering the service recovery efforts that the complainant has
received, how happy are you with the way that customer was treated?
(1 = vert unhappy, 7 = very happy)
Tie strength (Yang and Matilla, 2012; Wirtz and Chew, 2002)
In the scenario, I feel strongly attached to John.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
In the scenario, I am so close to John that I cannot imagine life without
him.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Service failure severity (Weun et al., 2004)
If this problem were really happening to me, I would consider the problem
to be:
(1 = not very severe, 7 = very severe)
If this problem were really happening to me, it would make me feel:
(1 = not very angry, 7 = very angry)
If this problem were really happening, it would be unpleasant to me.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Compensation (self-developed)
Was compensation offered by ABC Hotel? (No / Yes)
Based on the scenario given, did ABC Hotel mention intention to offer
compensation to John? (No / Yes)
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3.4 Data Analysis
A descriptive analysis was conducted to identify the characteristics of
respondents’ socio-demographic profile and to obtain the mean values of the items in
each measurement construct. To test the proposed conceptual framework, the present
study followed Anderson and Gerbing's (1988) two-step approach - confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling (SEM). The Partial Least Squares (PLS)
– based SEM (PLS-SEM) software (i.e., SmartPLS 3.0) was utilized to examine research
hypotheses proposed in this study. First, CFA was used to test the measurement model
(Hair, Tatham, Anderson, & Black, 2006). Based on the CFA results, internal reliability,
convergent validity, and discriminant validity were investigated. The structural
relationships were also examined based on a series of PLS-SEM analyses.

3.4.1 Testing the Measurement Model
Following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach for the
measurement model and testing, this study first purified the measurement model by
checking measured variables or latent factors that did not fit well, based on the initial
CFA. This study then tested the adequacy of the measurements by evaluating the
reliability of the individual measures, convergent validity, and the discriminant validity
of the constructs (Hulland, 1999). The convergent validity of the measurement at both the
item and construct levels was examined by the item loadings and average variance
extracted (AVE) (Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000). With the criterion suggested by
Fornell and Larcker (1981), this study tested discriminant validity by comparing the
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correlations among constructs and the AVE values. Furthermore, the current study
assessed cross-loadings to establish more rigorous discriminant validity (Hair et al. 2012,
430).

3.4.2 Structural Equation Model and Hypothesis Testing

To address and test research questions and hypotheses, various PLS-SEM
techniques were utilized. The proposed hypotheses were assessed on the basis of the
explained variance (R2) of the dependent variables, path coefficients (β), and their level
of significance obtained from a bootstrapping re-sampling method (Chin, 1998) by using
SmartPLS 3.0 software (Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015) . To further examine the
moderating role of tie strength (Study 1) and compensation (Study 2), the researchers
assessed effect sizes (f2), path coefficients (β), and their level of significance. (Chin et al.,
2003; Henseler & Fassott, 2010).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Chapter 4 summarizes the results of data analysis. A descriptive analysis was
conducted to identify the characteristics of respondents’ socio-demographic profile and to
obtain the mean values of the items in each measurement construct. For both the
measurement and the structural model analyses, PLS-SEM analyses were conducted in
light of the fact that the PLS-SEM approach works efficiently with sophisticated models
and also the small sample size in order to predict key target constructs or to identify
suitable predictors (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014). Results of hypotheses tests
along with main effects, interaction effects, and outcome variables of third-party fairness
perceptions are presented.
4.1 Characteristics of the Sample
In Study 1, a total of 220 respondents participated in the survey. Of 220 responses,
160 responses were used for further analysis based on their appropriate qualifications for
the study and valid responses to quality check questions. Sixty responses were eliminated
because they did not use any Facebook brand fan pages in the previous 12 months or did
not properly answer quality check questions throughout the survey. Of the 160
respondents, the majority of them were between 25 and 34 years old (46.3%) and had a
Bachelor’s degree (45.6%). More than one-half of the respondents were male (53.8%)
and have joined or visited social networking sites more than 6 times during the previous
two weeks (59.1%).
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In Study 2, a total of 344 respondents participated in the survey. Of 344 responses,
253 responses were used for further analysis. Ninety-one responses were removed due to
qualification or validation issues. Of the 253 respondents, almost 60% were female and
more than 70% of them had joined or visited social networking sites more than 6 times
during the previous two weeks (72.3%). A majority of respondents were between 25 and
34 years old (46.6%) and had a Bachelor’s degree (48.6%). A detailed description of the
sample profiles for Study 1 and Study 2 is shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Demographics of respondents
Variable
Age
19-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
Over 65
Gender
Male
Female
Education
High School or Below
Associate Degree
Bachelor Degree
Graduate or Higher
Income
Less than $20,000
$20,000-$39, 999
$40,000-$80,000
More than $80,000

Frequency
Percentage
Study 1 (n=160)

Frequency
Percentage
Study 2 (n=253)

23
74
33
13
17
0

14.4
46.3
20.6
8.1
10.6
0.0

11
118
78
24
11
11

4.3
46.6
30.8
9.5
4.3
4.3

74
86

46.3
53.7

101
152

39.9
60.1

28
12
73
47

17.5
7.5
45.6
29.4

30
31
123
69

11.9
12.3
48.6
27.3

65
55
34
6

40.6
34.4
21.3
3.8

88
74
61
30

34.8
29.2
24.1
11.9
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4.2 Study 1 Results

4.2.1 Manipulation and Realism Checks

To ensure whether the condition of each treatment was manipulated effectively,
the researcher ran one-way ANOVAs. The means for the service recovery efforts
condition (F = 94.563, p < 0.001) and for the tie strength condition (F = 54.578, p <
0.001) were significantly different, suggesting that the manipulations were effective. In
addition, two realism check questions – (1) I find this scenario to be personally relevant
and (2) I can imagine myself in the same situation - were asked to determine if
respondents perceived the situations were realistic. Respondents perceived the scenario
personally relevant (M=5.65, SD=0.99) and imagined themselves in the same situation
(M=5.68, SD=1.03).

4.2.2 Measurement Model Test

Following Anderson & Gerbing's (1988) two-step approach, we assessed internal
reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity and all were satisfied (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981; Gefen et al., 2000; J. Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena, 2012). purified the
The measurement model was purified by eliminating the measured variables or latent
factors that did not fit well, based on the initial confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Since
a single goodness-of-fit criterion was not applicable to PLS-SEM estimations, we used
nonparametric evaluation criteria based on bootstrapping and blindfolding (Hair et al.,
2014). As shown in Table 3, this study tested the adequacy of the measurements by
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evaluating the reliability of the individual measures, convergent validity, and the
composite reliability of the constructs (Hulland 1999). Each investigated measurement
construct yielded a Cronbach’s alpha value and composite reliability of greater than .70,
in support of satisfactory scale reliability (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The convergent
validity of measurements at both the item and construct levels was examined by the item
loadings and average variance extracted (AVE). All individual item loadings were greater
than .60, which indicated that there were more variances with the construct measured
than with error variances (Gefen, Straub, and Boudreau 2000). An AVE greater than .50
manifested a construct that shared more variance with its indicators than with error
variance (Fornell and Larcker 1981). Thus, all measurement items exhibited good
convergent validity, as suggested.
With the criterion suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981), discriminant validity
was tested by comparing the correlations among constructs and AVE values. In this
study, all constructs exhibited discriminant validity. All correlations were lower than the
square root of the variances extracted, showing that all indicators were better explained
by their respective constructs than other constructs explaining indicators in a different
construct (see Table 4). Alternatively, cross-loadings were assessed in order to establish
more rigorous discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2012, p. 430). As shown in Table 5, each
indicator’s loading on the construct was considerably higher than all of its cross-loadings
with the other constructs. Overall, the Fornell-Larcker criterion, as well as the crossloadings, provided strong evidence for the constructs’ discriminant validity.
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Table 3. Results of the measurement model (n=160)
Composite
Mean (Std.
Factor
AVE Indicators
Reliability
deviation) loadings
OPF1
4.49 (1.72)
0.923
Others’
OPF2
4.51 (1.64)
0.912
Perceived
0.928
0.949
0.823
Fairness
OPF3
4.41 (1.57)
0.920
(OPF)
OPF4
4.33 (1.74)
0.873
HI1
4.33 (1.69)
0.943
Hotel Image
0.933
0.957
0.882
HI2
4.09 (1.82)
0.930
(HI)
HI3
4.28 (1.76)
0.944
BI1
4.10
(1.64)
0.935
Behavioral
Intentions
0.942
0.963
0.896
BI2
3.96 (1.76)
0.953
(BI)
BI3
4.22 (1.79)
0.951
CL1
3.71 (1.76)
0.918
Customer
CL2
4.17 (1.66)
0.898
Loyalty
0.940
0.957
0.848
CL3
3.98 (1.87)
0.941
(CL)
CL4
4.05 (1.83)
0.927
Note. Unlike CB-SEM model (e.g., LISREL or AMOS), PLS-SEM does not optimize a
unique global scalar function and, therefore, goodness-of-fit measures for the
measurement model are not applicable in PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2014; Vinzi et al., 2010).
Construct Cronbach’s α

Table 4. Correlation matrix and discriminant assessment

OPF

OPF
0.907

HI

BI

HI
0.808
0.939
BI
0.725
0.856
0.947
CL
0.715
0.855
0.884
Note. A bold number indicates the square root of the AVE.
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CL

0.921

Table 5. Results of the cross loadings (Alternative discriminant validity check)
Construct and measurement items
BI

HI

CL

OPF

BI

CL

HI

PF

0.812
0.849
0.849

0.797
0.821
0.813

0.672
0.695
0.691

HI1
HI2

0.935
0.953
0.951
0.807
0.787

0.827
0.776

0.943
0.930

0.770
0.776

HI3
CL1
CL2

0.819
0.807
0.826

0.807

0.944
0.767
0.789

0.728
0.611
0.700

CL3
CL4

0.829
0.794

0.801
0.790

0.655
0.661

OPF1
OPF2

0.658
0.641

0.941
0.927
0.630
0.616

0.738
0.710

0.923
0.912

OPF3

0.683

0.683

0.741

0.920

OPF4

0.647

0.663

0.741

0.873

BI1
BI2
BI3

0.918
0.898

4.2.3 Hypothesis Testing

To test hypotheses, PLS-SEM was used with SmartPLS 3.0 software SmartPLS
3.0 software (Ringle et al., 2015)1. Unlike with CB-SEM, a single goodness-of-fit
criterion is not available in PLS-SEM. Instead, the evaluations of the measurement and
structural models are based on the explained variance (R2) of the dependent variables,
path coefficients (β), and their level of significance obtained from a bootstrapping resampling method (Chin, 1998). PLS-SEM builds on a set of nonparametric evaluation
criteria and uses procedures such as bootstrapping and blindfoldings (Hair et al., 2014).
1

PLS-SEM is an appropriate statistical analysis tool for testing a complex structured
model with small sample sizes and non-normal data, as is the case for our samples and
allows us to model latent constructs and test proposed hypotheses all together (Hair et al.,
2014).
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All the hypothesized relationships were examined based on the structural pathcoefficient estimates on each path, with explained variances (R2) by performing a
bootstrapping re-sampling method (1600 re-samples) (Hair et al., 2014). As shown in
Table 6, all proposed hypotheses were supported at p < 0.01. First, service recovery
efforts given to complainants in social media were positively associated with observers’
perceived fairness (H1: β = 0.731, t = 24.953), and tie strength between the complainant
and the observer significantly moderated the relationship between service recovery
efforts and perceived fairness (H2: β = 0.170, t = 3.367, f2 = 0.082); therefore supporting
H1 and H2. Based on the effect size (f2), the moderating effect of tie strength was
moderately small (Henseler & Fassott, 2010) but cannot be negligible because the
resulting beta changes were meaningful and the t-statistics of interaction term was
significant (Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003; Cohen, 1988). Figure 4 clearly shows the
moderating effect of tie strength. For instance, when a hotel provides a complainant with
service recovery efforts on its Facebook brand fan page, the degree of increase in an
observer’s perceived fairness is higher for her/his close friends and/or family members
(i.e., strong tie) than for other or unknown brand fan page members (i.e., weak tie).
Secondly, perceived fairness was positively associated with hotel image (H3a: β = 0.808,
t = 25.640), behavioral intentions (H3b: β = 0.725, t = 15.009) and customer loyalty (H3c:
β = 0.716, t = 15.545). All of the R2 values of the endogenous constructs are substantial,
indicating the strong predictive power of the current model (Hair et al., 2014).

The effect size (f2) was assessed by comparing R2 of the main effect model (without the
moderating effect) with the R2 of the full model (with the moderating effect) (Chin et al.,
2003; Vinzi et al., 2010).
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Table 6. Results of the structural model (Hypothesis testing)a
Coefficient
Hypothesis
S.E.
t-ratio
(β)
Testing
***
SRE → OPF (H1)
0.731
0.032
24.953
Supported
**
SRE × TS → OPF (H2)
0.170
0.050
3.367
Supported
***
OPF → HI (H3a)
0.808
0.032
25.640
Supported
***
OPF → BI (H3b)
0.725
0.048
15.009
Supported
***
OPF → CL (H3c)
0.716
0.046
15.545
Supported
Note. Unlike CB-SEM model (e.g., LISREL or AMOS), PLS-SEM does not optimize a
unique global scalar function and, therefore, goodness-of-fit measures for the structural
model are not applicable in PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2014; Vinzi et al., 2010).
a 2
R for OPF = 0.547; R2 for HI = 0.653; R2 for BI = 0.525; R2 for CL = 0.511; * p<0.05,
**
p<0.01, *** p<0.001
b
SRE: Service recovery efforts, TS: Tie strength, OPF: Others’ perceived fairness, HI:
Hotel image, BI: Behavioral intentions; CL: Customer Loyalty.
Structural Pathb
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Figure 4. Moderating effect of tie strength
4.3 Study 2 Results

4.3.1 Manipulation and Realism Checks

To ensure whether the condition of each treatment was manipulated effectively,
one-way ANOVAs were implemented. The means for service failure severity condition
(F = 81.859, p < 0.001) and for the compensation condition (F = 387.245, p < 0.001)
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were significantly different, suggesting that the manipulations were effective. In addition,
two realism check questions were asked to determine if respondents perceived the
situation as realistic. Respondents perceived the scenario personally relevant (M=4.98,
SD=1.47) and imagined themselves in the same situation (M=5.57, SD=1.24).

4.3.2 Measurement Model Test
Following Gerbing and Anderson’s (1988) two-step approach for the
measurement model and testing, the measurement model was purified by eliminating the
measured variables or latent factors that did not fit well, based on the initial confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). Since a single goodness-of-fit criterion is not applicable to PLSSEM estimations, we used nonparametric evaluation criteria based on bootstrapping and
blindfolding (Hair et al. 2014). As shown in Table 7, this study tested the adequacy of the
measurements by evaluating the reliability of the individual measures, convergent
validity, and the composite reliability of the constructs and all were satisfied (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981; Gefen et al., 2000; Hair et al., 2012; Hulland, 1999). Each investigated
measurement construct yielded a Cronbach’s alpha value and composite reliability of
greater than .70, in support of satisfactory scale reliability (Fornell and Larcker 1981).
The convergent validity of measurements at both the item and construct levels was
examined by the item loadings and average variance extracted (AVE). All individual item
loadings were greater than .60, which indicated that there were more variances with the
construct measured than with error variances (Gefen, Straub, and Boudreau 2000). An
AVE greater than .50 manifested a construct that shared more variance with its indicators
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than with error variance (Fornell and Larcker 1981). Thus, all measurement items
exhibited good convergent validity, as suggested.
Table 7. Results of the measurement model (n=253)
Composite
Mean (Std.
Factor
AVE Indicators
Reliability
deviation) loadings
OPF1
4.80 (1.69)
0.910
Others’
OPF2
4.68 (1.72)
0.901
Perceived
0.929
0.949
0.823
Fairness
OPF3
4.78 (1.69)
0.917
(OPF)
OPF4
4.93 (1.77)
0.901
HI1
4.19 (1.76)
0.950
Hotel Image
0.932
0.957
0.880
HI2
3.91 (1.78)
0.920
(HI)
HI3
4.06 (1.77)
0.945
BI1
3.94 (1.86)
0.965
Behavioral
Intentions
0.962
0.975
0.929
BI2
3.72 (1.90)
0.966
(BI)
BI3
3.88 (1.88)
0.960
CL1
3.47 (1.83)
0.929
Customer
CL2
3.98 (1.88)
0.926
Loyalty
0.951
0.965
0.872
CL3
3.75 (1.86)
0.947
(CL)
CL4
3.62 (1.84)
0.934
Note. Unlike CB-SEM model (e.g., LISREL or AMOS), PLS-SEM does not optimize a
unique global scalar function and, therefore, goodness-of-fit measures for the
measurement model are not applicable in PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2014; Vinzi et al.,
2010).
Construct Cronbach’s α

With the criterion suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981), this study tested
discriminant validity by comparing the correlations among constructs and AVE values. In
this study, all constructs exhibited discriminant validity, since all correlations were lower
than the square root of the variances extracted, showing that all indicators were better
explained by their respective constructs than other constructs explaining indicators in a
different construct (see Table 8). Alternatively, cross-loadings were assessed in order to
establish more rigorous discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2012, p. 430). As shown in
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Table 9, each indicator’s loading on the construct was considerably higher than all of its
cross-loadings with the other constructs. Overall, the Fornell-Larcker criterion, as well as
the cross-loadings, provided strong evidence for the constructs’ discriminant validity.
Table 8. Correlation matrix and discriminant assessment
OPF
OPF

HI

BI

CL

0.907

HI
0.763
0.938
BI
0.705
0.813
0.964
CL
0.618
0.791
0.882
Note. A bold number indicates the square root of the AVE.

0.934

Table 9. Results of the cross loadings (Alternative discriminant validity check)
Construct and measurement items
BI

HI

CL

OPF

BI

CL

HI

PF

0.841
0.859
0.849

0.785
0.784
0.781

0.701
0.658
0.677

HI1
HI2

0.965
0.966
0.960
0.767
0.710

0.753
0.707

0.950
0.920

0.760
0.672

HI3
CL1

0.809
0.801

0.764

0.945
0.716

0.712
0.534

CL2
CL3
CL4

0.837
0.855
0.796

0.748
0.741
0.745

0.651
0.557
0.551

OPF1
OPF2

0.582
0.580

0.926
0.947
0.934
0.510
0.518

0.678
0.674

0.910
0.901

OPF3
OPF4

0.712
0.672

0.622
0.582

0.721
0.694

0.917
0.901

BI1
BI2
BI3
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0.929

4.3.3 Hypothesis Testing

To test hypotheses, PLS-SEM was used with SmartPLS 3.0 software (Ringle et al.,
2015) 3. All the hypothesized relationships were examined based on the structural pathcoefficient estimates on each path, with explained variances (R2) by performing a
bootstrapping re-sampling method (2530 re-samples) (Hair et al., 2014). As shown in
Table 10, all proposed hypotheses were supported at p < 0.05. First of all, service failure
severity was negatively associated with observers’ perceived fairness when service
recovery efforts were given to the complainant (H4: β = -0.385, t = 8.901) and offering
compensation played a significant moderating role between service failure severity and
observers’ perceived fairness (H5: β = 0.112, t = 2.380, f2 = 0.0294); therefore supporting
H4 and H5. Based on the effect size (f2), the moderating effect of compensation was
weak (Henseler & Fassott, 2010) but could not be negligible because the resulting beta
changes were meaningful and the t-statistics of interaction term were significant (Chin et
al., 2003; Cohen 1988). Figure 5 clearly shows the moderating effect of compensation
when service recovery efforts are given to the complainant in social media. When service
recovery efforts given to the complainant in social media, compensation level moderates
the impact of service failure severity on observers’ perceived fairness. More specifically,
when a hotel presents intention to offer compensation, the degree of increase in
3

PLS-SEM is an appropriate statistical analysis tool for testing a complex structured
model with small sample sizes and non-normal data, as is the case for our samples and
allows us to model latent constructs and test proposed hypotheses all together (Hair et al.,
2014).
4
The effect size (f2) was asses by comparing R2 of the main effect model (without the
moderating effect) with the R2 of the full model (with the moderating effect) (Chin et al.,
2003; Vinzi et al., 2010).
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observers’ perceived fairness is higher that when no compensation is offered. As Study 1
demonstrated, perceived fairness was positively associated with hotel image (H3a: β =
0.765, t = 22.803), behavioral intentions (H3b: β = 0.706, t = 22.367) and customer
loyalty (H3c: β = 0.621, t = 14.382). All of the R2 values of the endogenous constructs
were substantial, indicating the strong predictive power of the current model (Hair et al.,
2014).
Table 10. Results of the structural model (Hypothesis testing)a

Structural Pathb

Coefficient
(β)
-0.385

S.E.

t-ratio

Hypothesis
Testing
Supported

Severity → OPF (H4)
0.043
8.901***
Severity × Compensation
0.112
0.047
2.380*
Supported
→ OPF (H5)
OPF → HI (H3a)
0.765
0.033
22.803***
Supported
***
OPF → BI (H3b)
0.706
0.032
22.367
Supported
***
OPF → CL (H3c)
0.621
0.043
14.382
Supported
Note. Unlike CB-SEM model (e.g., LISREL or AMOS), PLS-SEM does not optimize a
unique global scalar function and, therefore, goodness-of-fit measures for the structural
model are not applicable in PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2014; Vinzi et al., 2010).
a 2
R for OPF = 0.462; R2 for HI = 0.584; R2 for BI = 0.498; R2 for CL = 0.385; * p<0.05,
**
p<0.01, *** p<0.001
b
Severity: Service failure severity, Compensation: Compensation, OPF: Others’
perceived fairness, HI: Hotel image, BI: Behavioral intentions; CL: Customer Loyalty.
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Figure 5. Moderating effect of compensation
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS
This section includes a general discussion of the results for Study 1 and Study 2,
focusing on theoretical contributions and managerial implications for industry
practitioners in the perspectives of third-party justice, service failure and recovery, and
social tie. Suggestions for future research and limitations of current research are also
discussed.
5.1 Discussion
In service encounters, service failures are unavoidable due to the unique nature of
service, inseparability and heterogeneity (Maxham III & Netemeyer, 2002). Such service
failures and service providers’ recovery efforts to their failures can be easily observed by
other customers in the context of hospitality and tourism (Mattila et al., 2014). In
particular, social media and Web 2.0 technologies enable customers to see others’
complaints about service failures and service providers’ responses due to the scale,
interactivity, speed and real-time nature of social networks (Clerck, 2015). Despite
recent studies focusing on other customers in the service failures and recovery literature,
little is known about how people react to service recovery efforts offered to other
customers (i.e., complainants) in the social media setting. The current study seeks to
expand the body of knowledge regarding service failures and recovery efforts that are
given to other customers. Therefore, this study aims to examine the impact of hotels’
service recovery efforts on observers’ fairness perceptions and behavioral intentions and
identify influential moderating factors such as tie strength and compensation.
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This study attempts to fill a gap in the service failures and recovery literature by
examining observers’ reactions toward hotels’ service recovery efforts aiming at the
complainant in social media. Findings of this study indicate that respondents perceive
hotels’ service recovery efforts shown in social media to be fairer than when no recovery
efforts are given. Further, this relationship depends on tie strength between the
complainant and the observer. In particular, when a hotel provides a complainant with
service recovery efforts in social media, the degree of increase in an observer’s perceived
fairness is higher for a person who has a strong relationship with a complainant than for a
person who has a weak relationship.
The present study confirms that the observer’s perceived fairness is positively
associated with other subsequent perceptions and behaviors. While customers’ overall
satisfaction of a hotel service is positively associated with hotel image (Jani & Han,
2014), findings of this study demonstrate that observers’ perceived fairness (i.e., thirdparty justice) are influenced by hotels’ service recovery efforts given to complainants’
bad experience and such evaluation significantly affects hotel image (Karaosmanoglu et
al., 2011; Lee & Song, 2010). Moreover, the current research finds that observers’
fairness perceptions also have a positive impact on desirable customer behaviors such as
loyalty and behavioral intentions. A recent study (Mattila et al., 2014) demonstrates that
service recovery aimed at victims impacts observers’ fairness perceptions and behavioral
intentions in service encounters. Therefore, findings of both Study 1 and Study 2 confirm
and expand current knowledge of the service failures and recovery literature by
suggesting the impact of hotels’ service recovery efforts on observers’ reactions under the
scale, interactivity, speed and real-time nature of social networks.
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Third-party justice theory suggests that the observation of other customers being
treated unfairly lead to negative emotional reactions and fairness perceptions (Mattila et
al., 2014; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004; Spencer & Rupp, 2009). It is because people believe
that individuals should be treated by adhering to standards of right and wrong regardless
of their social standing, economic outcomes, and previous experiences (Cropanzano et
al., 2003). Observing others treated unfairly or unethically results in negative emotions
and lower justice perceptions (Mattila et al., 2014). Results of Study 1 support these
perspectives, demonstrating that those who observed unfair treatment given to the
complainant reported lower fairness perceptions. In turn, such lower levels of fairness
perceptions decrease observers’ hotel image, behavioral intentions, and loyalty toward
the hotel.
Furthermore, tie strength between the complainant and the observer significantly
moderates the impact of hotels’ service recovery efforts on the observer’s perceived
fairness in social media. Specifically, when a hotel provides a complainant with service
recovery efforts, the degree of increase in an observer’s perceived fairness is higher for
an individual who has a strong relationship with a complainant than for an individual who
has a weak relationship. This is especially true and interesting regarding the social media
setting because there is no personal involvement between customers in service
encounters, but people are closely related and often interconnected in the social media
outlet.
Results of Study 2 also suggest that observers’ fairness perceptions can be
influenced by service failure severity and compensation. Previous research shows that
service failure severity significantly affects victims’ satisfaction and fairness perceptions
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(Choi and Choi, 2014; Hess, 2008; Smith, Bolton, and Wagner, 1999; Weun, Beatty, and
Jones, 2004; Wirtz and Mattila, 2004). Findings of Study 2 provide additional support for
the body of literature, by demonstrating that service failure severity occurred to
complainants significantly affect observers’ fairness perceptions even when service
recovery efforts were given to the complainant. In addition, past studies suggest that
compensation is the most common method used to restore customer equity and it
positively affects fairness perceptions and satisfaction when service failures occur (Kwon
and Jang, 2012; Walster, Berscheid, and Walster, 1973).
In line with this view, Study 2 incorporated compensation as a moderator that
may influence the relationship between service failure severity and observers’ fairness
perceptions when service recovery efforts were given to the complainant. In particular,
when a hotel presents intention to provide a complainant with compensation, the degree
of increase in an observer’s perceived fairness is higher than when no compensation is
offered. These results confirmed empirical findings of prior service failures and recover
research reported. However, it is interesting to note that publicly mentioning hotels’
intention to offer compensation is critical when hotels communicate with customers
through a social media outlet. Instead, hotels typically use private messages when they
try to offer compensation due to privacy issues in social media. Like the results of Study
1, observers’ fairness perceptions are positively associated with their hotel image,
behavioral intentions, and loyalty.
Based upon findings of both Study 1 and Study 2, the current study not only sheds
new insights into observers’ service failures and recovery research, but also extends
third-party justice perspectives and service recovery research in the social media context.
63

To enhance observing customers’ fairness perceptions and relevant outcomes, more
attention should be given to develop effective service recovery strategies and favorable
customer evaluations by reviewing not only service recovery efforts given to the
complainant but their interactions with tie strength, service failure severity, and
compensation.
5.2 Theoretical Contributions
The current study provides important theoretical implications. First, the current
research attempts to identify emerging service recovery situations such as co-created and
co-produced service experiences, other customers, and third-party justice (Mattila et al.,
2014; McColl-Kennedy, Cheung, & Ferrier, 2015; Mccoll-Kennedy & Sparks, 2003). In
particular, this study offers a new theoretical lens with which to investigate the effects of
service recovery efforts perceived by people who merely observe the service recovery
process given to the complainant in social media. While prior research focused on
observing service recovery aimed at other customers in service encounters (Cropanzano
et al., 2003; Mattila et al., 2014), this study highlights the importance of service recovery
efforts given to other customers and their ripple effects in social media. In addition, this
study provides hotel management with a better understanding of how customers perceive
the ways the hotel commits its service recovery efforts. For this purpose, this study
emphasizes the impact of social influence and the relationship between a complainant and
those who can observe the service recovery process in social media. Therefore, by adding
a new theoretical perspective to existing knowledge, this study sheds light on the service
failure and recovery literature and enables researchers to better understand the nature of
service recovery in social media.
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Second, results from Study 1 suggest that those who observed complainants being
treated unfairly (i.e., no service recovery efforts provided) considered it unfair, leading to
lower hotel image, loyalty, and behavioral intentions. This was true and more significant
when the observer had a strong relationship with the complainant (i.e., strong tie). These
findings support third-party justice theory (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004; Skarlicki, O’Reilly,
& Kulik, 2015) based on deontic perspectives (Cropanzano et al., 2003), demonstrating
that witnessing another customer being treated unfairly resulted in lower fairness
perceptions. Furthermore, findings of Study 1 lend support for the study of Mattila et al.,
(2014) and extend third-party justice theory to the online environment. Even though
third-party fairness perceptions have been employed in the organizational settings and
service encounters, the current study demonstrates that this theory can be applied to the
social media context. Moreover, third-party fairness perceptions reflecting service
recovery efforts given to the complainant affect observers’ hotel image, loyalty, and
behavioral intentions. These results are in line with previous research that witnessing
other customers being unfairly treated leads to negative behavioral outcomes (Mattila et
al., 2014; Namkung & Jang, 2009)
Third, the negative effect of observing no service recovery efforts on fairness
perceptions was magnified for those who had strong ties with the complainant in Study 1.
In other words, when service recovery efforts were not given to the complainant in social
media, the observer considered this situation as much more severe and less fair for a
strong tie person than for a weak tie person. This was especially true because people have
a tendency to identify themselves with others depending upon tie strength. Since the
observer tends to identify him/herself as a complainant with strong tie, he/she may
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consider service recovery efforts given to a complainant as his or her own situation and
thus evaluate unfair treatment more negatively. These findings are consistent with prior
research indicating that the tie strength can influence individuals’ perceptions and
behaviors (Brown & Reingen, 1987; Granovetter, 1973; Steffes & Burgee, 2009).
However, tie strength was not considered as an influential factor in the context of others’
service failures and recovery because prior research assumed no involvement between
customers in service encounters. Accordingly, the current study sheds new insights into
the growing body of literature on others’ fairness perceptions in the service failures and
recovery setting by unveiling hidden mechanisms of tie strength between the complainant
and the observer in social media.
Fourth, research findings from Study 2 also suggest that observers’ fairness
perceptions can be impacted by service failure severity that the complainant experienced.
Prior research in service failure and recovery shows that severity of service failure
significantly affects customer fairness perceptions and satisfaction (Choi and Choi, 2014;
Hess, 2008; Smith, Bolton, and Wagner, 1999; Weun, Beatty, and Jones, 2004; Wirtz and
Mattila, 2004). The present study demonstrates that the negative impact of service failure
severity is still valid in observers’ fairness judgement regardless of their own experience
(Mattila et al., 2014). Furthermore, these findings are congruent with what prospect
theory and mental accounting principles pose. Prospect theory and mental accounting
principles suggest that losses from service failures may be weighed more heavily than
gains received during service recovery (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Smith et al., 1999;
Thaler, 1985). Thus, when events are negative or service failure is severe, customers
engage in more extensive thinking processes and negatively evaluate them (Folger &
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Cropanzano, 1998). The present research found that customers observing service failures
negatively evaluate such events depending upon the degree of service failure severity.
Last, the present study reassures that compensation plays a key role in influencing
the impact of service failure severity on observers’ perceived fairness. It is believed that
compensation positively affects customers’ fairness perceptions and satisfaction when
service failures occur (Goodwin and Ross, 1992; Kwon and Jang, 2012; Sparks and
Bradley, 2014). In particular, monetary compensation with apologies for service recovery
enhances fairness perceptions (Wirtz and Mattila, 2004) and customer affection (Choi
and Choi, 2014). The results from Study 2 demonstrate that when a hotel presents
intention to provide a complainant with compensation, the degree of increase in the
observer’s fairness perceptions is higher than when no compensation is offered.
5.3 Managerial Implications
Findings of this study give hotel management insights on how the service failure
should be managed and what efforts hotels should make to recover their service failures
in social media. The service recovery process is not just the relationship between a hotel
and a complainant, but the relationship between a hotel and everybody. If hotels ignore
this fact, they will fail to recover from their service failures and jeopardize their
relationships with customers, customer satisfaction and loyalty.
Due to the “always-on” and “interconnectivity” nature of social networks and
Web 2.0, social media are becoming inevitable communication tools for not only
individuals’ online social networking and information search and sharing, but also service
firms’ customer relationship management and service marketing and management.
Hotels’ active participation in building customer relationships, enhancing loyalty, and
67

performing diverse marketing activities is a must through social media such as Facebook,
Instagram, Twitter, and Pinterest (Hospitalitynet, 2016). It is common that people can
share their daily lives with anyone online, read others’ opinions or complaints about their
hotel stay, and witness hotels’ responses and service recovery efforts in social media.
Results of the current research demonstrate that observers’ fairness perceptions and
subsequent behavior outcomes are critically influenced by service recovery efforts given
to the complainant in social media. Therefore, hotel managers and service marketing
managers pay special attention to service failures reported in their social media platforms
and try to recover such bad experience in a very careful manner.
Furthermore, hospitality firms can gain practical lessons from the findings of this
study. They will have a better understanding of hidden mechanisms that service failures
and recovery occurring to the complainant can negatively influence other people’s ethical
evaluations and their future behaviors through the complainant’s social network
depending upon their relationship strength. Due to interconnectivity and scalability of
social networks, hotels’ immature and unfair service recovery efforts could create huge
negative ripple effects in social media. Therefore, hotel managers need to develop
mechanisms for tracking and identifying their social media customers (e.g., members on
their Facebook brand fan pages) and different service recovery strategies depending upon
customer characteristics in social media.
Furthermore, results of Study 2 suggest that hotel managers and service marketing
managers build effective service recovery strategies and communications, dependent
upon service failure severity. When service failures occur, immediate responses and
service recovery efforts to complainants can help them and their social media friends
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evaluate those actions fairly. More importantly, such hotels’ recovery strategies should be
developed differently according to the severity of the service failure incidents and
compensation. Accordingly, hotels’ social media marketing managers and/or Facebook
fan page administrators should keep their eyes on their social media platforms on a realtime basis and adopt different service recovery strategies depending upon service failure
severity. In addition, employees need be trained to recognize the degree of service failure
severity from the customers’ perspectives and to treat customers fairly by utilizing
effective compensation or communication strategies.
Understanding complex technology-based service environments is critical for
hospitality management to effectively manage quality service and sustain the relationship
between the company and the customer. In particular, hotel managers should understand
the significant impacts of social influence in the online environment. Results from both
Study 1 and Study 2 demonstrate that observers’ fairness perceptions toward service
recovery efforts given to the complainant substantially influence their hotel image,
loyalty, and behavioral intentions. More importantly, these impacts can be easily and
enormously spread through customers’ own social networks. Therefore, hotel managers
and service marketers need to frequently monitor their customers’ social media activities,
especially service complaints, and carefully deal with them in order to enhance the longterm relationship with their customers. Further, hotel managers should develop systems
measuring customer lifetime value (CLV) based on not only buyer-seller (e.g., hotelcomplainant and hotel-observer) interactions but also buyer-buyer (complainantobserver) interactions in social media in order to build and enhance sustainable
relationship marketing and communication strategies.
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5.4 Limitations and Future Research
Notwithstanding its theoretical and practical contributions, the current study has
some limitations. First, despite the advantages of using a scenario based experimental
design, future research could utilize other methods such as a field experiment, a survey
with actual Facebook fan page members, content analysis, or social network analysis. For
instance, researchers could analyze and track postings that actual customers have written
about service failures, hotels’ responses, and observers’ reactions (e.g., likes, shares,
comments, and emoticons) through content analysis.
Second, this study investigated the relationship between the complainant and the
observer (i.e., tie strength) as a moderator affecting observers’ fairness perceptions. Since
customers might have the relationship with the hotel brand itself, future studies could
examine a moderating role of tie strength between the hotel brand and the observer and
also three-way interactions among service recovery efforts given to the complainant, tie
strength between the complainant and the observer, and tie strength between the observer
and the hotel brand.
Third, the present study focused on the hotel industry as its context, but future
studies could examine whether third-party perspectives and research findings can be
applied in restaurant, airline, and other service industries. Since service recovery
strategies and customer behaviors in social media might be different in various service
contexts and industries, customers might evaluate service recovery efforts given to the
complainant differently. Thus, future research needs to explore customers’ reactions in
various situations.
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And finally, the current study did not consider any control variables (e.g.,
demographic information, personal-experience related variables) in the framework. Thus,
future research is strongly encouraged to examine other influential factors mentioned
above. For instance, different travel types, gender, previous experience with a hotel brand
and/or its social media page might play key roles in evaluating service recovery efforts
given to the complainant.
In summary, the present study poses questions of how service recovery efforts
given to the complainant affect observers’ fairness perceptions and other outcome
variables (i.e., hotel image, customer loyalty, and behavioral intentions) and seeks
answers by using third-party justice theory and social influence. It should be noted that
third-party justice theory is still in its incipient stage of development and very new to
service contexts. Therefore, diverse aspects of third-party justice theory should be further
investigated and validated to develop a comprehensive model in the service failures and
recovery literature. This study provides an initial step towards understanding how thirdparty fairness perceptions can be developed and be applied to service failures and
recovery problems in the social media context.
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APPENDIX A
SCENARIO IN STUDY 1
Scenario 1 (Service Recovery Efforts No; Weak Tie Strength)
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Scenario 2 (Service Recovery Efforts No; Strong Tie Strength)
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Scenario 3 (Service Recovery Efforts Yes; Weak Tie Strength)
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Scenario 4 (Service Recovery Efforts Yes; Strong Tie Strength)
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APPENDIX B
SCENARIO IN STUDY 2
Scenario 1 (Severity: Minor; Compensation: No)
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Scenario 2 (Severity: Minor; Compensation: Yes)
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Scenario 3 (Severity: Severe; Compensation: No)
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Scenario 4 (Severity: Severe; Compensation: Yes)
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APPENDIX C
SURVEY IN STUDY 1
1. Screening question
a. Have you joined a certain group or a brand fan page in social networking
sites during the past 12 months (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, or
Flicker)?
2. Third-party justice (van den Bos & Lind, 2001)
a. How fair do you judge the way in which the complainant has been treated?
(1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair)
b. How just do you consider the way in which the complainant has been
treated? (1 = very unjust, 7 = very just)
c. The ABC hotel’s Facebook administrator is behaving in a fair fashion (1:
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
d. I consider the outcome of this scenario to be acceptable (1: strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
3. Hotel Image (Karaosmanoglu et al., 2011)
a. Please indicate your general impression about Hotel ABC based on the
hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received. (1 = very unfavorable,
7 = very favorable)
b. Please indicate complainant’s impression about Hotel ABC based on the
hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received. (1 = very unfavorable,
7 = very favorable)
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c. Please indicate your impression about Hotel ABC compared with other
hotels based on the hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received. (1
= very unfavorable, 7 = very favorable
4. Behavioral Intention (Namkung & Jang, 2009)
a. I would like to visit this hotel brand in the future. (1 = strongly disagree, 7
= strongly agree)
b. I would recommend this hotel brand to my friends or others. (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
c. I would say positive things about this hotel brand to others. (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
5. Customer Loyalty (Han et al., 2011)
a. Based on the scenario given, this hotel will be my first choice whenever it
comes to choosing a hotel in this area. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree)
b. Based on the scenario given, I am willing to visit this hotel in the future.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
c. Based on the scenario given, I will recommend this hotel to my friends
and associates. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
d. Based on the scenario given, this hotel deserves my loyalty. (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
6. Manipulation Check Questions
a. Service recovery efforts manipulation (Matilla et al., 2014)
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i. When considering the service recovery efforts that the complainant
has received, how happy are you with the way that customer was
treated?
b. Tie Strength (Yang and Matilla, 2012; Wirtz and Chew, 2002)
i. In the scenario, I feel strongly attached to John. (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
ii. In the scenario, I am so close to John that I cannot imagine life
without him. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
7. Realism Check Questions (Chelminski and Coulter, 2011; Giebelhausen et al.,
2014)
a. I find this scenario to be personally relevant. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree)
b. I can imagine myself in the same situation. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree)
8. Demographics
a. How old are you? (please write.)
b. Sex: Male (1), Female (2)
c. Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic background?
African American/Black (1)
Asian or Pacific Islander (2)
Hispanic (3)
Native American or Alaskan Native (4)
White/Caucasian (5)
82

Other (please indicate) (6) ____________________
d. What is your highest level of education?
High School diploma (1)
Associate’s degree (2-year college) (2)
Bachelor’s degree (3)
Master’s degree or higher (4)
Other: (5) ____________________
e. Current occupation, check one of the following.
Government or Military (1)
Business manager (2)
Clerical / Office Worker (3)
Sales / Service Worker (4)
Technician / Engineer (5)
Professional worker (6)
Laborer (7)
Self-Employed (8)
Student (9)
Homemaker (10)
Retired (11)
Unemployed (12)
Other: (13) ____________________
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f. Please indicate your frequency of using social networking sites (e.g.,
Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Flicker). How many times have you visited
or used social networking sites during the previous 2 weeks?
Never (1)
1 – 3 times (2)
4 – 6 times (3)
More than 6 times (4)
g. Which of following social networking sites you have joined or you are
currently using? (You can make multiple choices)
Facebook (1)
Twitter (2)
Instagram (3)
Flicker (4)
Other: (5) ____________________
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APPENDIX D
SURVEY IN STUDY 2
1. Screening question
a. Have you joined a certain group or a brand fan page in social networking
sites during the past 12 months (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, or
Flicker)?
2. Third-party justice (van den Bos & Linda, 2001)
a. How fair do you judge the way in which the complainant has been treated?
(1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair)
b. How just do you consider the way in which the complainant has been
treated? (1 = very unjust, 7 = very just)
c. The ABC hotel’s Facebook administrator is behaving in a fair fashion (1:
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
d. I consider the outcome of this scenario to be acceptable (1: strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
3. Hotel Image (Karaosmanoglu et al., 2011)
a. Please indicate your general impression about Hotel ABC based on the
hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received. (1 = very unfavorable,
7 = very favorable)
b. Please indicate complainant’s impression about Hotel ABC based on the
hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received. (1 = very unfavorable,
7 = very favorable)
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c. Please indicate your impression about Hotel ABC compared with other
hotels based on the hotel’s treatment that the complainant has received. (1
= very unfavorable, 7 = very favorable
4. Behavioral Intention (Namkung & Jang, 2009)
a. I would like to visit this hotel brand in the future. (1 = strongly disagree, 7
= strongly agree)
b. I would recommend this hotel brand to my friends or others. (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
c. I would say positive things about this hotel brand to others. (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
5. Customer Loyalty (Han et al., 2011)
a. Based on the scenario given, this hotel will be my first choice whenever it
comes to choosing a hotel in this area. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree)
b. Based on the scenario given, I am willing to visit this hotel in the future.
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
c. Based on the scenario given, I will recommend this hotel to my friends
and associates. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
d. Based on the scenario given, this hotel deserves my loyalty. (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
6. Manipulation Check Questions
a. Service failure severity manipulation (Weun et al., 2004)
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i. If this problem were really happening to me, I would consider the
problem to be: (1 = not very severe, 7 = very severe)
ii. If this problem were really happening to me, it would make me
feel: (1 = not very angry, 7 = very angry)
iii. 3. If this problem were really happening, it would be unpleasnt to
me. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
b. Compensation (self-developed)
i. Was compensation offered by ABC Hotel? (No / Yes)
ii. Based on the scenario given, did ABC Hotel mention intention to
offer compensation to John? (No / Yes)
7. Realism Check Questions (Chelminski and Coulter, 2011; Giebelhausen et al.,
2014)
a. I find this scenario to be personally relevant. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree)
b. I can imagine myself in the same situation. (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree)
8. Demographics
a. How old are you? (please write.)
b. Sex: Male (1), Female (2)
c. Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic background?
African American/Black (1)
Asian or Pacific Islander (2)
Hispanic (3)
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Native American or Alaskan Native (4)
White/Caucasian (5)
Other (please indicate) (6) ____________________
d. What is your highest level of education?
High School diploma (1)
Associate’s degree (2-year college) (2)
Bachelor’s degree (3)
Master’s degree or higher (4)
Other: (5) ____________________
e. Current occupation, check one of the following.
Government or Military (1)
Business manager (2)
Clerical / Office Worker (3)
Sales / Service Worker (4)
Technician / Engineer (5)
Professional worker (6)
Laborer (7)
Self-Employed (8)
Student (9)
Homemaker (10)
Retired (11)
Unemployed (12)
Other: (13) ____________________
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f. Please indicate your frequency of using social networking sites (e.g.,
Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Flicker). How many times have you visited
or used social networking sites during the previous 2 weeks?
Never (1)
1 – 3 times (2)
4 – 6 times (3)
More than 6 times (4)
g. Which of following social networking sites you have joined or you are
currently using? (You can make multiple choices)
Facebook (1)
Twitter (2)
Instagram (3)
Flicker (4)
Other: (5) ____________________
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